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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Goldberg et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,895,466), hereinafter referred to as Goldberg, in 

view of Julliard (U.S. Patent 6,202,064). 

Regarding claim 1, Goldberg discloses an automated natural language 
understanding customer service system. Goldberg's system includes the method of 
generating natural language keys for a database by analyzing a natural language query 
with natural language techniques including syntactic, semantic, and vocabulary 
analyses (col. 2, lines 60-64), but Goldberg does not specifically teach "wherein said 
natural language text database has been analyzed with respect to syntactic functions of 
constituents, lexical meaning of word tokens, and clause boundaries". However, the 
examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Julliard. 

In the same field of endeavor, Julliard discloses a linguistic search system where 
a text database is analyzed using natural language analysis techniques including a part- 
of speech tagging (col. 2, Ins. 3-10, Ins. 21-24, Fig. 2, col. 3, In. 7 through col. 4, In. 15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg by specifically providing the natural 
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language analyses of the text database (or corpus), as taught by Julliard, for the 
purpose of simplifying the database processing. 

In addition, Goldberg teaches analyzing a received natural language query by 
performing both vocabulary analysis and syntactic/semantic analysis on the query (col. 
2, lines 40-47), which corresponds to "wherein said natural language question 
comprises a question clause, comprising the steps of: analyzing a computer readable 
representation of said question clause with respect to syntactic functions of its 
constituents and the lexical meaning of its word tokens." Goldberg further teaches the 
generation a set of "natural language keys" that can be used to query a database (col. 
2, lines 45-51), which corresponds to "defining, in response to the analysis step, a set of 
conditions for a ... database to constitute an answer to said question clause, said 
conditions relating to the syntactic functions of constituents and the lexical meaning of 
word tokens in said clause". But Goldberg does not specifically teach "... a set of 
conditions for a clause in said natural language text database [and] identifying 
clauses in said natural language text database that satisfy said conditions". (Italics 
added) However, the examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as 
taught by Julliard. 

Julliard further discloses that a natural language query is linguistically analyzed 
and compared to a similarly analyzed text database to determine if there is a match, 
and if there is a match, then locating of the matching text (col. 2, Ins. 3-10, Ins. 21-24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg by specifically providing the natural 
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language analyses of both the question and text database, as taught by Julliard, for the 
purpose of increased flexibility during natural language question answering. 

Furthermore, Goldberg teaches sending the answers to the customer (Fig. 2 
190), which corresponds to "returning answers to said question clause by means of the 
identified clauses that matches said conditions." 

Regarding claim 12, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg teaches that the answer is found and 
sent to the customer (Fig. 2 160 190, col. 4, lines 4-6), but Goldberg does not 
specifically teach "extracting from said natural language text database portions of text 
comprising clauses satisfying said conditions." However, the examiner contends that 
this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Julliard. 

Julliard further teaches that the match text is located and highlighted (col. 2, Ins. 
21-24, Fig. 2, s6). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing text locating and isolating, as taught by Julliard (and sent as taught by 
Goldberg), for the purpose of making the answer obvious. 

Claim 13 is a system claim with limitations that correspond to the limitations 
given above in claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons given in the rejection of 
claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 14 and 15, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 1 ). In addition, Goldberg teaches that the natural 
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language computer is a general purpose computer 30 that executes natural language 
software (col. 2, Ins. 36-40), which corresponds to "A computer readable medium 
having computer executable instructions for a general-purpose computer to perform the 
steps recited in the claim 1, and a computer program comprising computer executable 
instructions for performing the steps recited in the claim 1." 

2. Claims 2-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Goldberg in view of Julliard and further in view of Hedin et al. (U.S. Patent 5,386,556), 
hereinafter referred to as Hedin. 

Regarding claim 2, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard does not specifically teach "a verb condition 
stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
headed constituent having the syntactic function of main verb of said question clause 
has a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause bearing the syntactic 
function of main verb and having an equivalent lexical meaning." However, the 
examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a verb (Fig. 3A, col. 8, lines 35-48). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
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providing a parse of the query that includes the verb, as taught by Hedin, for the 
purpose of indicating an action. 

Regarding claim 3, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teaches that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "a subject condition 
stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
headed constituent having the syntactic function of subject of said question clause has 
a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having the syntactic function 
of subject and having an equivalent lexical meaning." However, the examiner contends 
that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a subject (Fig. 2B, col. 5, lines 32-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes a subject condition, as taught by Hedin, for 
the purpose of indicating entities and relationships. 

Regarding claim 4, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "an object condition 
stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
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headed constituent having the syntactic function of object of said question clause has a 
corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having the syntactic function 
of object and having an equivalent lexical meaning." However, the examiner contends 
that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for an object (Fig. 2B, col. 5, lines 32-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes an object condition, as taught by Hedin, for 
the purpose of indicating entities and relationships. 

Regarding claim 5, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1 ); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "a manner adverb 
condition stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a 
lexically headed constituent having the syntactic function of manner adverb of said 
question clause has a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having 
the syntactic function of manner adverb and having an equivalent lexical meaning." 
However, the examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught 
by Hedin. 
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Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a verbal construct (col. 8, lines 43-48), which 
would inherently include manner adverbs. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes manner adverbs, as taught by Hedin, for the 
purpose of indicating the manner in which an action is performed. 

Regarding claim 6, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "a place adverb condition 
stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
headed constituent having the syntactic function of place adverb of said question clause 
has a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having the syntactic 
function of place adverb and having an equivalent lexical meaning." However, the 
examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a verbal construct (col. 8, lines 43-48), which 
would inherently include place adverbs. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
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providing a parse of the query that includes place adverbs, as taught by Hedin, for the 
purpose of indicating the direction in which an action is taking place. 

Regarding claim 7, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 40- 
45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "a time adverb condition 
stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
headed constituent having the syntactic function of time adverb of said question clause 
has a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having the syntactic 
function of time adverb and having an equivalent lexical meaning." However, the 
examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a verbal construct (col. 8, lines 43-48), which 
would inherently include time adverbs. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes time adverbs, as taught by Hedin, for the 
purpose of indicating the time that an action is taking place. 

Regarding claim 8, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything claimed, as 
applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach that a 
syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (col. 2, lines 40-45), but 
Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "a causal adverb condition 
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stipulating that a clause constitutes an answer to said question clause if a lexically 
headed constituent having the syntactic function of causal adverb of said question 
clause has a corresponding lexically headed constituent in said clause having the 
syntactic function of causal adverb and having an equivalent lexical meaning." 
However, the examiner contends that this concept was well known in the art, as taught 
by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for a verbal construct (col. 8, lines 43-48), which 
would inherently include causal adverbs. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes causal adverbs, as taught by Hedin, for the 
purpose of indicating the reason that an action is taking place. 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach everything 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 1); in addition, Goldberg in view of Julliard teach 
that a syntactic and semantic analysis is performed on the query (Goldberg, col. 2, lines 
40-45), but Goldberg in view of Julliard do not specifically teach "wherein there is an 
interrogative pronoun in said question clause, further comprising the step of: 
determining the syntactic function of the queried constituent of said question clause in 
response to the analysis step and said interrogative pronoun; and wherein the syntactic 
function of the queried constituent of said question clause is determined as the syntactic 
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function of said interrogative pronoun." However, the examiner contends that this 
concept was well known in the art, as taught by Hedin. 

Hedin discloses a natural language analyzing apparatus and method that parses 
a query and includes a representation for an interrogative pronoun (Fig. 2B, 3A, 3B, col. 
8, lines 34-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard by specifically 
providing a parse of the query that includes an interrogative pronouns, as taught by 
Hedin, since questions commonly begin with interrogative pronouns. 

3. Claim 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goldberg 
in view of Julliard, Hedin, and further in view of Voorhees ("Using WordNet for Text 
Retrieval," in WordNet an Electronic Lexical Database, by Christiane Fellbaum, pp. 295- 
301). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Goldberg in view of Julliard and Hedin teach everything 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 9), but Goldberg in view of Julliard and Hedin do 
no specifically teach "wherein the analysis of lexical meaning of word tokens comprises 
an analysis of the broad semantic class of each word token of said natural language 
text database, and wherein the broad semantic class of the queried constituent is 
determined in response to the interrogative pronoun." However, the examiner contends 
that this concept was well known in the art, as taught by Voorhees. 
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Voorhees teaches the use of Word Net for text retrieval where a query expansion 
can occur by selecting additional words to express a queries concept (p. 295, §12.4, 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Goldberg in view of Julliard and Hedin by 
specifically providing a query expansion, as taught by Voorhees, so as not to miss 
relevant answers. 



Any response to this office action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 

Crystal Park II 

2121 Crystal Drive 

Arlington, VA. 

Sixth Floor (Receptionist) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. V. Paul Harper whose telephone number is (703) 



1P-2). 



Response to Arguments 



The applicant's arguments are moot in view of the new art. 



Conclusion 
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305-4197. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marsha D. Banks-Harold, can be reached on (703) 305-4379. The fax 
phone number for the Technology Center 2600 is (703) 872-9314. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 



VPH/vph 
June 13, 2003 



MARSHA D. BANKS-HAROLD 
SUPERVISORY PATEN r EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



